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Chapter1 Introduction
Grammaticalizationisawidelydiscussedtopicwhichhasreceivedmuchattentionfrom
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Inthispaper,Iclaim thattherearetwokindsofelementswhichareinvolvedingrammaticali-
zation.Oneisacontributorwhichtriggersagivenchangeorcontributestothechange,whilethe
othersare・freeriders・,whicharegrammaticalizedthankstothecontributor.Itakeuptheissueofthe
emergenceofadeterminersystem,i.e.aDPinEnglish.Thearticles,definitetheandindefinitea/an,are
believedtohavedevelopedfromtheOldEnglishdemonstrativesse/seoandthenumeralan・one・（cf.
Sommerer2011）.Thisisaninstantiationofgrammaticalization（HopperandTraugott2003）.Iassume
thatasyntacticdeterminersystem,aDP（Abney1987）,wasabsentinOldEnglish.
Morespecificaly,Imaketwoproposals:
① grammaticalizationshouldbedefinedwithintheframeworkoffunctionalcategoryemergence
describedbelow,suggestingaunidirectionalityoflanguagechange;
② grammaticalizationprogressesintwostages:aprimarygrammaticalizationandasecondaryone.
Theitemsinvolvedinsecondarygrammaticalizationare・freeriders・,whicharegrammaticalizeddue
tocontributors.Freeridersaregrammaticalizedbymakinguseofthespacecreatedbycontributors.
Thelexicalelementsthatcontributetocreatinganewfunctionalspaceinthestructurearecontribu-
tors.Thatis,contributorscausetheprimarygrammaticalization.Iarguethatthecontributorsinthe
DPemergencegrammaticalizationarethedemonstrativesse/seoandthefreerideristhenumeralan
・one・inOldEnglish.
ItiswelknownthattheindefinitearticleappearedlaterthanthedefinitearticleinEnglish.I
arguethatthislateremergencecanbeaccountedforifweassumethatgrammaticalizationprogresses
intwostages.Theemergenceoftheindefinitearticlea/anisaninstanceofsecondarygrammaticali-
zation.Hence,theancestoroftheindefinitearticle,i.e.OldEnglishnumeralan・one・,isafreeriderthat
wasgrammaticalizedinthespacecreatedbythecontributorse/seo.Theemergenceofthedefinite
articletheisanexampleofprimarygrammaticalization.Hencethereisatimedifferenceinappearance
betweenthetwodeterminers.
Thishypothesisalsoleadstoawholereviewofexistinggrammaticalizationtheory.Iwilpropose
anew theoryofgrammaticalization.Assumingthatgrammaticalizationisastructuralchangeas
arguedbyRobertsandRoussou（2003）andGelderen（2004）,Iclaim thatgrammaticalizationmeans
creatingafunctionalspaceinagivenstructure.
Abstract
researchersinrelatedfields,includingtypologistsaswelashistoricallinguists.Theterm
・grammaticalization・goesbacktoMeilet（1912）,buttheideahadalreadybeenproposedby
Humboldtinthenineteenthcentury.Sincethen,thetopicofgrammaticalizationhasattracted
increasingattention.SomecontemporarylinguistslikeLehmann（1982）,Heine,Claudi,and
Hunnemeyer（1991）,Givon（1991）,HeineandKuteva（2002）andHopperandTraugott（2003）
haveprovideddetaileddiscussionsofthistopic,withgrammaticalizationfrom thediachronic
perspectivebeinghypothesizedtobeaunidirectionalphenomenon.
Grammaticalization,bytheirdefinition,istheprocesswherebylexicalitemsandconstruc-
tionscomeincertainlinguisticcontextstoservegrammaticalfunctions,andoncegrammati-
calized,continuetodevelopnewgrammaticalfunctions.Inmorefamiliarterms,grammaticali-
zationistheprocessinwhichcontentwordsoropenclassitemstendtobecomegrammatical
functionwords.
AsIhavediscussedinOsawa（2017）,thisprocessisanimportantpartofgrammaticalization,
but,thiscategorychangeleadstoamoreimportantchangeinthenominalstructure.Folowing
RobertsandRoussou（2003）andGelderen（2004）,Iproposethatgrammaticalizationbringsabout
structuralchangeinagivenstructure.Thatis,grammaticalizationisasyntacticphenomenon.
Inthispaper,Imaketwoproposals:
① grammaticalizationshouldbedefinedwithintheframeworkoffunctionalcategoryemer-
gencedescribedbelow,suggestingaunidirectionalityoflanguagechange;
② grammaticalizationprogressesintwostages:primarygrammaticalizationandsecondary
one.
Iwilfocusespecialyonsecondarygrammaticalization,which,comparedwithprimary
grammatilization,hasbecomethetargetofresearchratherrecentlyandaboutwhichtherere-
mainsmuchtobediscussed.
Inthenextchapter,Isummarizeprecedingstudiesongrammaticalization.Indoingso,Iwil
refertoGelderen（2004）andRobertsandRoussou（2003）,whichproposethatgrammaticalization
shouldbeanalysedasasyntacticphenomenon,inlinewithmyproposal.Myviewofgrammati-
calizationwilfolowinchapter3.Inchapter4,Iwilgiveadetaileddiscussionofsecondary
grammaticalization.Chapter5concludesmydiscussion.
Chapter2 Precedingstudiesongrammaticalization
2.1.Grammaticalizationtheoryapproach
Grammaticalizationissaidtobe・theprocessbywhichgrammariscreated・（Croft2006:366）.
Althoughthisdefinitionis,asLehmann（2005:155）argues,toowide,thisisagoodreflectionof
multifacetedcharacteristicsofgrammaticalization.AstoucheduponintheIntroduction,the
prototypicalandwidelyacceptedviewisthatgrammaticalizationisdefinedasthedevelopment
fromlexicaltogrammaticalforms（i.e.gramsorfunctionwords）andfromgrammaticaltoeven
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moregrammaticalforms（HeineandKuteva2002:2;Heine2003:163）.
Grammaticalizationinvolvesthefolowingmainstagesof（diachronic）development:
（1） L・G1・G2・G0
whereL＝lexicalform,
G1＝grammaticalform
G2＝moregrammaticalform
G0＝grammaticalformwhichhasnomoregrammaticalmeaning
・＞・＝ ・developsdiachronicalyinto・. （Heine2003:163）
Accordingly,grammaticalization theory presupposesthe unidirectionality ofthe above-
mentioneddevelopment.TheLstageprecedestheG1stage,andsoon.
Technicaly,grammaticalizationinvolvesfourmaininterrelatedmechanisms:
（2） Fourmechanisms:
 semanticbleaching,orde-semanticization― lossinmeaningcontent,
 extensionorcontextgeneralization― useinnewcontexts,
 decategorization― lossinmorphosyntacticpropertiescharacteristicoflexicalorother
lessgrammaticalizedforms,and
 erosionor・phoneticreduction・― lossinphoneticsubstance.
（HeineandKuteva2002:2）
Thisapproachassumesthatgrammaticalizationisauniversal,gradual,long-termchangewithan
impetusofitsown.
Althoughthisideaofgrammaticalizationcapturesaveryimportantaspectofgrammati-
calizationandtheseabove-mentionedprocessesarealcharacteristicofgrammaticalization,I
wouldliketoclaimthatthereisanotheraspectofgrammaticalization.
2.2.Minimalistapproach
Intheprevioussection,Iintroducedthe・Grammaticalizationtheoryapproach・tolanguage
change.Inthisapproach,grammaticalizationislargelyconfinedtomorphologicalprocessesin
thehistoricalchange.Therehasbeenariftbetweenthosetraditionalgrammaticalizationtheo-
ristsandgenerativistswhoareworkingwithinthePrinciplesandParametersframeworkand
morerecentlywithintheMinimalistframework.Accordingtogenerativists,thereisnouniver-
sal,gradual,long-termdevelopmentwithanimpetusofitsown,thatis,theprocessconsideredto
be・grammaticalization・bygrammaticalizationtheorists.Iwilreturntothisissueinthenext
section.
However,afewgenerativistresearcherswhoareinterestedinhistoricalstudieshavetriedto
analyzediachroniclanguagechanges.RobertsandRoussou（2003）argue,inthecontextofthe
MinimalistProgram,thatgrammaticalizationisaregularcaseofparameterchange（Lightfoot
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1991）,notaseparateanduniquetypeofchange.Consequently,grammaticalizationisclaimedto
beepiphenomenal.
（3）［...］grammaticalizationisaregularcaseofparameterchangenotfundamentalydiffer-
entfromothersuchchanges. （RobertsandRoussou2003:2）
Theseresearchersadoptanapproachtoclausestructurewherethereisnoparametricvariation
inthesetoffunctionalheadsthatappearinclausestructure.Forthem,grammaticalizationis
definedasthecreationofnewfunctionalmaterialthroughthereanalysisoflexicalmaterialor
existingfunctionalmaterial.Hence,accordingtoRobertsandRoussou（2003）,languagesdiffer
inwhethertheseheadsarerealizedphoneticalyornot.
Gelderen（2004）,alsointhecontextoftheMinimalistProgram,claimsthatgrammaticali-
zationisdrivenbytwoEconomyPrinciples.ThefirstistheHeadPreferenceorSpectoHead
Principle,saying・Beahead,ratherthanaphrase.・Checkingbetweentwoheadsisthoughttobe
moreeconomicalthancheckingbetweenaSpecandahead.Thus,pronouns,whichunlikenouns
havetheabilitytofunctionasheads,prefertodojustthat,ratherthanbeingafulphrase.This
Principlecan,accordingtoGelderen（2004）,explaintheoriginofthatasarelativepronoun.Itis
welknownthatthePresent-dayEnglishrelativepronounthatdevelopedfrom OldEnglish
demonstrativepronount,i.e.singular,neuternominativeandaccusativeform.Thefolowing
changeoccurs（Gelderen2004:82）:
TheSpecifierthatbecomesaheadafter1050andafterthatchange,anewwh-specifierisintro-
duced,startinginthe12thcentury,forreasonsunrelatedtoEconomy（Gelderen2004:82）.
Withrespecttodiachronicchangeandgrammaticalization,wordsgofromSpectohead
andnotviceversa.Thesecondprinciple（LateMergePrinciple）says・Mergeaslateaspossi-
ble.・Thereasoningbehindthisprincipleisthatitislesseconomical・tomergeearlyandthen
move・than・tomergelate.・Forexample,ifaverbdoesnotcontributetoargumentstructureany
more（thatis,isauxiliarized）,itwilprefertomoveupthetreetoahigherpositionratherthan
stayinplace（mergeearly）andmoveuplater.
AccordingtoRobertsandRoussou（2003）,parametricchangeisamaincauseoflanguage
change,but,thisraisesaproblem sincelanguagechangessometimestakealongtimetocom-
plete,whileparametricchangesoccurabruptly.Furthermore,therearealargenumberofargu-
mentsagainsttheirassertionthat・thereisnoparametricvariationinthesetoffunctionalheads
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（4） a. CP b. CP
⇒
C C
C C
se/am/ who/whom that
at e
（i.e.D,T,C,etc.）・;seeKiparsky（1968）Thrainsson（1996）andOsawa（2003）.Onthispoint,I
preferGelderen・s（2004）EconomyPrincipleapproach.Anyway,thetwostudiesarepresently
heraldingresearchongrammaticalizationfromasyntacticviewpoint.
Chapter3 Myviewofgrammaticalization
3.1.CriticismagainstGrammaticalization
Thetraditionalgrammaticalizationtheoryintroducedinchapter2assumesthatgrammatica-
lizationisauniversal,gradual,long-termchangewithanimpetusofitsown.Manygenerativists
rejecttheideathattherearetendenciesorpathways,orrather・drift・,indiachronicchange.
Theircriticismisbasedontheassumptionthatalapproachesmustbebasicalysynchronic
innature,withemphasisontheformalstructureofthegrammarofthespeaker/language
learner,agrammarwhichhasdiscreterulesandformalydefinedcategories.Allanguagelearn-
ersconstructtheirgrammarsafreshwithouttakingaccountofprocessesthatstartedlongbefore
theirlifetimebuttheyproceedonthebasisofthelanguagespokenaroundthem（Fischeretal.,
2000:285）.Hence,childrencouldnotrecognize・amasterplan・oflong-termchange.Thereisno
suchthingas・languagechange・,but・grammarchange・.
Inbrief,theysuggestthatitisnotnecessarytopositaspecialtheoryofchangecaled
・grammaticalization・theory.Thechangesthathappenedinlanguagehistorycanbeanalyzedin
termsofsynchronicgrammarrules,usingformalcategories.Themainlocusofgrammar
changesisthelanguageacquisitionprocessofeachnewspeaker/learner.・Thelanguageacquisi-
tionprocessandcommunicationbetweenspeakersarebytheirverynaturesynchronic,andwe
thereforecannotseethatthereisroomforaseparateand・independent・processofgrammaticali-
zation,sincethiswouldimplythatspeakersandlanguagelearnersrecognizeamasterplanof
long-termchangeinprogress・（Fischeretal.,2000:292）.
Thisview isapparentlyopposedtomyview oflanguagechange,namelythatthereisa
unidirectionalityinlanguagedevelopmentandthatthereissomepotentialinherentinlanguages
totriggerthechange.Iagreewiththem intermsofthesynchronicapproachtodiachronic
change.Inmyframework,grammaticalizationcanbeexplainedmoreadequatelyasthemecha-
nismoffunctionalcategoryemergence,i.e.theemergenceoffunctionalcategoriesofpreviously
existingmorpho-semanticfeaturestoheadtheirownprojectioninthesyntacticstructure.This
mechanism issupposedtobeworkingintheacquisitiondomain.Therefore,thechangesthat
happencanbeanalyzedintermsofsynchronicgrammarrules,usingformalcategories.
3.2.Myviewofgrammaticalizationindetail
AstoucheduponintheIntroduction,Iproposethatgrammaticalizationshouldbedefined
withintheframeworkoffunctionalcategoryemergence,suggestingaunidirectionalityoflan-
guagechange.
Inmyview,grammaticalizationshouldbeviewedasfunctionalcategoryemergence.Isug-
gestthatlanguagestypicalystartaslexical-thematicwithoutanyfunctionalcategories,andthe
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emergenceofanewfunctionalcategoryisthecharacteristicmarkofatransitionfromonestage
tothenextbothontogeneticalyandphylogeneticaly.Inhistoricalterms,thisprocessiseffected
bythegrammaticalizationofpreviouslyexistingmorpho-semanticfeaturesassyntacticfunc-
tionalcategories.Thelexical-thematicnaturemeansthatalconstituentsinagivenlanguage
belongtolexicalcategories（i.e.NP,VP,AP）,andalsisterconstituentsarethematicalyinter-
related.FunctionalcategoriessuchasDP,CP,orTPdonotexistordeveloponlylimitedlyin
suchalanguage.
ThedrasticchangeoftheEnglishlanguagecanbebetterexplainedintermsoftheemer-
genceoffunctionalcategories.IarguethatthehistoryofEnglishisagoodinstantiationofthis
shiftfromalexicaltoafunctionalstage.Accordingly,thisprocessisdefinitelyunidirectional.
Thisshiftcanbedescribedastherealocationofdutiesfrom morphologytosyntax.The
diachronicdevelopmentoflanguageisthentobeviewedasachangeinsomedomaininthe
tradingrelationsbetweenmorphologyandsyntax.Inthecaseofnominalphrases,thesemantic
taskofidentifyingthereferentialityofnounswhichwastakencareofbymorphologyhascome
tobetakenoverbysyntax,i.e.byafunctionalD.Iwilbrieflytouchonthisissuelater.My
overalclaimisthatthereisaunidirectionalityoflanguagechangeinthateverychangetargets
syntax（cf.Osawa2003）.
Thisnotionofgrammaticalizationcanprovidesolutionstoproblemsorpossiblecounter-
examplessuchas・lexicalization・or・de-grammaticalization・,sinceinmyframeworktrue
counter-exampleswouldbecasesinwhich,forinstance,sometaskwhichwasdonesyntacticaly
beforehascometobetakencareofmorphologicaly,or,forinstance,itemsincertainlanguages
whichstartedaspurelygrammaticalfunctionalcategorieswithoutanyintrinsicmeaningcame
toacquireconcretemeaninggradualy,andendedupassubstantivecategories（i.e.content
words）.Althoughtherehasalwaysbeenthepossibilityofcounter-examplessuchasthese,asfar
asIknow,nosuchsystematicchangeshavebeenattested.
Furthermore,Iclaim thatgrammaticalizationisthecreationofanewspace/positionina
givenstructure（cf.Osawa2017）.Idonotdenythetraditionalnotionofgrammaticalization,but
ifwelookatthegrammaticalizationprocessmentionedabove,thereisanotheraspecttoit.That
is,thegrammaticalizationprocessbringsaboutachangeinthenominalstructure.Inthenext
section,IwildiscusstheemergenceofaDPasanexampleofthistypeofgrammaticalization.
3.3.TheemergenceofaDP:FromanNPtoaDP
BasedonOsawa（2007,2009,2017）,IwilgiveabriefdescriptionoftheemergenceofaDPin
English.TherewasnoDsystem（hencenoarticles）inOldEnglishandmorphologicalcasedid
thesametaskasaD（eterminer）.ThetaskistopickoutaparticularreferentofanNPinthe
courseofaparticularutteranceandtochangetheNPintoaDP.IntheabsenceofaDP,morpho-
logicalcasecandothesametask,i.e.,toidentifythereferentialityofanominal.
Thearticlestheanda/anarebelievedtohavedevelopedfromtheOldEnglishdemonstrative
se/seo（andtheirvariants）andthenumeralan・one・（cf.Sommerer2011）.Thisisaninstantiation
ofgrammaticalization（HopperandTraugott2003）.FolowingGelderen（1993）,Abraham（1997）
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andPhilippi（1997）,IassumethatOldEnglishhadnoobligatoryfunctionaldeterminersystem
DP,unlikePresent-dayEnglish,andtheDPemergedintheMiddleEnglishperiodandbecame
establishedbyaround1400.
ThereisnoevidencesuggestingthepresenceofaDPinOldEnglish.InOldEnglish,wecan
findexamplesofbareNPsinwhichdeterminerswouldberequiredinPresent-dayEnglish:
（5） Her Martianus and Valentinus on-fengon rice
HereMauricius and Valentinian seized kingdom
（AS.ChronicleParkerMS,fromSweet1953:73）
・AtthispointMauriciusandValentinianseizedthekingdom・
AmoredecisivepieceofevidencefortheabsenceofaDPcomesfromthefactthatthesyntactic
phenomenainvolvingaDParenotobservedinOldEnglishtexts.Forinstance,Iwouldliketo
pointouttheabsenceofreflexivebindinginOldEnglish.InOldEnglish,personalpronounswere
usedasanaphorsandconsequently,themeaningofthesentence・Hekiledhim・wasindetermi-
nateaboutwhethertheobjectreferredtoisthesubjectornot.SinceaDsystemisthelocusof
bindingpropertiesofnominalsandpronouns,thisabsencefolowsifweassumethelackofa
DsysteminOldEnglish.
IntheabsenceofaDsystem,thetaskofidentifyingthereferentialityofanominalistaken
careofbymorphologicalcaseontheheadnounsinOldEnglish.Caseaffixesattachedtohead
nounscanbindtheReferentialrole.SeeOsawa（2017）.
BytheearlyMiddleEnglishperiodmanyOldEnglishinflectionaldistinctionswerelost.
MorphologicalcasecouldnotperformthetaskofidentifyingtheReferentialroleofnounsand
turningthemintoargumentsanymore.Thethematicalymotivatedcasesystemdecayed,and
subsequentlyafunctionalDsystem developedtodothesamejobinEnglish.Thedemiseof
morphologicalcaseprogressedtoaconsiderableextentduringtheMiddleEnglishperiod.The
OldEnglishdemonstrativese（themasculinenominative,singularform）wasreplacedbythe
formearound950.Thenominativemasculineseandfeminineseohadbecomeeinmostre-
gionsofEnglandby1300.Thenewformecametobeusedastheinvariabledefinitearticlethe
about1400.
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（6） a.thestructureofanNP （OldEnglish）
NP
N lexicaldomain
N
Asshownabove,inOldEnglish,anominalphraseisanNP,aprojectionofanoun,whichconsti-
tuteslexicalcategoriesonly.AfterMiddleEnglish,onemoreprojectionhasappearedoverthe
lexicalNPdomainovertime.ThisnewprojectionisaDPwherethefunctionalcategoryDisits
head.ThespacewhichaccommodatesaDintheabovetreeisaDhead.
AstheuseofdeterminershasbecomeobligatoryinPresent-dayEnglish（cf.Gelderen1993,
2000）,thisspacehasbecomeapermanentpositioninthenominalphrase.Thatis,thisspacehas
becomeaDhead.
Chapter4 Primaryversussecondarygrammaticalization
ThegrammaticalizationIhavediscussedinthepreviouschapteristheprimarygrammatica-
lization,ifweassumetheexistenceoftwostagesofgrammaticalization.Inthischapter,Iwil
expandthefocusofdiscussiontobothstagesofgrammaticalization.
4.1.Primarygrammaticalization
Astoucheduponabove,grammaticalizationisusualyassumedtobeaprocessbywhich
lexicalwordschangeintofunctionwords（HopperandTraugott2003）.Thisviewseemstobe
acceptedbymanygrammaticalizationtheorists.HopperandTraugott（2003:107）statethat
whenaformundergoesgrammaticalizationfromalexicaltoagrammaticalform,ittendstolose
themorphologicalandsyntacticpropertiesthatwouldidentifyitasafulmemberofoneofthe
majorgrammaticalcategorieslikenounorverb,i.e.ourlexicalcategories.Initsmostextreme
formsuchachangeresultsinaclineofcategoriality,statableas:
（7） majorcategory（＞intermediate）＞minorcategory
（HopperandTraugott2003:107）
Theirminorcategoriesareauxiliaryverbs,prepositions,conjunctions,demonstrativesandper-
hapsothers.Theseminorcategoriesareveryclosetofunctionalcategoriesinthegenerative
framework,althoughtheydonottreattenseasacategory,unlikethegenerativists.Perhaps,
theirmostimportantassertionisthefolowing（HopperandTraugott,2003:107）:
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b.thestructureofaDP （afterlateMiddleEnglish）
DP
Functionaldomain
D
D NP
Lexicaldomain
N
N
（8） Giventhetheoryofunidirectionality,itcanbehypothesizedthatdiachronicalyal
minorcategorieshavetheirorigininmajorcategories.
HopperandTraugott（2003:107）givewhileasaclearexampleofthiscategoryshift:historicaly,
whilewasanoun（OEhwil）meaningalengthoftime.Laterwhiledivergedfromthisoriginal
functionasanoun,andbecamegrammaticalizedasasignaloftemporalorganization.Inshort,
inthepreviousstudiesgrammaticalizationisdefinedasaprocessofcategorychange.
4.2.Secondarygrammaticalization
Intheprevioussection,itwaspointedoutthattheprimarygrammaticalizationisdefinedas
aprocessofcategorychangeinpreviousstudies.
Theirdefinitionsofsecondarygrammaticalizationareinasimilarvein.Althoughtheterm
・secondarygrammaticalization・attractstheinterestofsomeresearchers（cf.Breban2014）,ex-
haustivediscussionsontheexactnatureof・secondarygrammaticalization・arenotyetknown.
ThenotionofsecondarygrammaticalizationdatesbacktoKurylowicz（1975［1965］:52）:
（9） Grammaticalizationconsistsintheincreaseoftherangeofamorphemeadvancingfrom
alexicaltoagrammaticalorfromalessgrammaticaltoamoregrammaticalstatus.
Theintroductionoftheterm ・secondarygrammaticalization・motivatesadistinctionbetween
primarygrammaticalization（theinitialstage）,andsecondarygrammaticalization,whichis
supposedtobethefurtherdevelopmentofalreadygrammaticalizedelements（Traugott2010:
272）.Thischoiceofterminologyaddsadirectionalitytotheprocess,assumingthatsecondary
grammaticalizationfolowsprimarygrammaticalizationandaffectsitemsthathaveundergone
primarygrammaticalization.AsGivon（1991）argues,theterm・secondarygrammaticalization・
necessarilypresupposestheprimaryorfirstgrammaticalizationandthedirectionalityof
grammaticalization.Thatis,theprimarygrammaticalizationgoesfirst,andthesecondaryone
folows.
Thefundamentalquestiontoaskhereis・whatissecondarygrammaticalization?・Two
differentdefinitionsofsecondarygrammaticalizationarenow found,dependingondifferent
traditions.Givon（1991:305）,whocoinedtheterm secondarygrammaticalization,takesa
morpho-syntacticperspectiveongrammaticalizationandthendefinessecondarygrammaticali-
zationasthereanalysisofmarkersofonesyntacticcategoryintoanother.・Theriseofgreat
manymorpho-syntactcpatternscanonlybeunderstoodasaprocessofsecondarygrammaticaliza-
tion（Givon1991:305）.・Hecontinues:・Forexample,pasttensemorphemesseldomarisedirectly,
butratherasreanalysisofeithertheperfectorperfectiveaspects....Nominativecase-markers
seldomarises（sic）directly,butmostoftenasreanalysisofeitherthegenitiveortheergative・
（Givon1991:305）.
Meanwhile,HopperandTraugott（2003:91）definesecondarygrammaticalizationasthe
changefrom onegrammaticalmeaningtoamoregrammaticalone,suchasthedevelopment
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fromthetemporaltoconcessiveconjunctivemeaningofwhile.
Asobservedabove,mostdiscussionsaresemanticinnatureexceptGivon（1991）,andthe
essentialdifferencebetween・primary・and・secondary・isnotyetclear.Thisraisesseriousques-
tions:howcanweassessthatonemeaningis・more・grammaticalthananotherone（Brintonand
Traugott2005:147150）andmorefundamentaly,whatisamoregrammaticalmeaning?
Isummarizetheirdiscussionsasfolows:
（10）（a）Attheinitialstageofgrammaticalization,acertainlexicalelementXisgrammatica-
lized,thatis,XchangesitsoriginalcategoryC1（＝alexicalcategory）toC2（afunctional
category）bylosingsomepropertiesthatidentifyX asC1,whichistheprimary
grammaticalization;and（b）next,i.e.atthesecondarystage,thisnew Xlosesmore
propertiesandismoregrammaticalized,whichisthesecondarygrammaticalization.
ThechangesinvolvedinthesegrammaticalizationprocessesalhappentothesameelementXor
itssuccessor.Hence,thegrammaticalizationisadevelopmentalprocessofacertainelementX.
IfIamalowedtousemetaphor,theirnotionofgrammaticalizationisa・lifestory・ofonelexical
item.
Theprocessesdescribedabovecorrectlycapturesomenatureofgrammaticalization:ashift
fromlexicaltogrammaticalstatusasprimarygrammaticalizationandashiftfromgrammatical
tomoregrammaticalstatusassecondarygrammaticalization.However,thisexplanationfailsto
captureanimportantaspectofthesecondarygrammaticalization.Basedonthediscussions
developedsofarinthispaper,wecanconcludethatthesecondarygrammaticalizationtakes
placeaftertheprimarygrammaticalization.Thistimegapisafactofwhichweshouldtake
noticeof.
IfIdraw apictureusingmyframework,theitemswhichareinvolvedinthesecondary
grammaticalizationare・freeriders・,whicharegrammaticalizedduetothecontributors.The
lexicalelementsthatcontributetocreatinganewfunctionalspaceinthestructurearecontribu-
tors.Thatis,contributorscausetheprimarygrammaticalization.
IarguethatthecontributorsintheDPemergencegrammaticalizationarethedemonstratives
se/seoandthefreerideristhenumeralan・one・inOldEnglish.
4.3.Contributorsandfreeridersingrammaticalization
Ihaveintroducedtwonotionsrelevanttogrammaticalization:contributorandfreerider.As
wehaveseen,twoarticles,thedefiniteandindefinitearticlesinPresent-dayEnglish,hadances-
torsinOldEnglish.Iarguethatthoseancestorscontributeddifferentlytothegrammaticaliza-
tionprocessinquestion（i.e.theemergenceofaDP）.Oneisahardworker,henceacontributor,
andtheotherisafreerider.
A contributortriggersagivenchangeorcontributestothechange,while・freeriders・
（Zwicky1970）aregrammaticalizedthankstothecontributor.Therearedifferencesbetween
thesetwoparticipantsinthedegreeoftheircontributiontogrammaticalization.Iarguethatthis
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differenceincontributionisrelatedtothedistinctionbetweenprimaryandsecondarygrammati-
calization.
Letmeexplaintheterm ・freerider・.Theterm ・freeride・isascribedtoZwicky（1970）;
however,althoughsomemeaningisshared,IusethistermdifferentlyfromZwicky・ssense.A
freeridermeans・originaly:apersonwhoridesatrain,abus,etc.,withouthavingpaidforit
（whenothershave）.Nowchiefly:apersonwho,ororganizationwhich,benefits（orseeksto
benefit）insomewayfromtheeffortofothers,withoutmakingasimilarcontribution（OED2）.・
IclaimthatPresent-dayEnglishindefinitearticlea/anisafreeriderinthislattersense.The
indefinitearticlea/anappearedlaterbecausetheindefinitearticlea/anbecameanarticlethanks
tothedefinitearticlethe.
4.4.Secondarygrammaticalization:theemergenceoftheindefinitearticlea/aninEnglish
Intheprevioussections,IhavedescribedtheemergenceofaDP,i.e.theemergenceofthe
definitearticlethe,asaninstantiationofprimarygrammaticalization.Inthissection,theemer-
genceoftheindefinitearticlea/anwilbeshowntobeanexampleofsecondarygrammati-
calization,basedonOsawa（2017）.
InPresent-dayEnglish,therearetwoarticles,definitetheandindefinitea/an.Thereare
markedasymmetriesbetweenthedefiniteandindefinitearticlesintermsofsemantics,distribu-
tionanddiachrony.
First,comparedwiththedefinitedeterminer,thesemanticroleoftheindefinitearticleinthe
Present-dayEnglishdeterminersystemisobscure.Withouttheindefinitearticle,anounphrase
canconveyanindefinitereading,astheexamplebelowshows:
（11） Iboughtthreebooksthismorning. （Lyons1999:33）
Theindefinitearticlemakeslessofasemanticcontributionthanthedefinitearticlethe.Itisnot
implausibletoclaim thattheindefinitearticlea/anhasnoinherentmeaningexcept・one・and
doesnotplaymuchofaroleinthePresent-dayEnglishdeterminersystem（cf.Crisma2011）.
Second,thereisanasymmetryquantitativelythatlanguagesmayhaveadefinite,butnotan
indefinitearticle.AccordingtoTheWorldAtlasofLanguageStructuresOnline（Dryerand
Haspelmath2013）,thenumberoflanguageswhichhaveadefiniteworddistinctfromdemonstra-
tivesis216,while102languageshaveanindefiniteworddistinctfrom・one・（i.e.numeral）.The
numberoflanguageswhichhavebothdistinctdefiniteandindefinitearticlesis55,whilethe
numberoflanguageswhichhaveneitherdefinitenorindefinitearticlesis198.
Third,Iwouldliketopointoutthediachronicasymmetry.Itiswidelyknownthatthe
indefinitearticlea/anappearedlaterthanthedefinitearticletheinthehistoryofEnglish.This
isaphenomenontobeobservedinthecaseofotherlanguages.Forexample,inGermanthe
definitearticleemergednoticeablyearlierthantheindefinitearticle（Abraham1997:59）.Wecan
safelysaythatlanguageshaveacquiredtheirsyntacticdeterminersystemintheorderofdefinite
andindefinitedeterminerscross-linguisticaly.Thatis,adefinitedeterminercomesfirst,andan
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indefinitedeterminerfolows.Inthisway,thereisacleargapinthetimeoftheirappearance.
Therearefewpreviousstudiesexaminingtheemergenceofindefinitearticles.AsfarasI
know,surprisinglyfewstudieshavetriedtoanswerthequestionofwhyanindefinitearticle
appearedlaterthanadefinitearticleinEnglish.Basedonthepreviousarguments,Iproposethe
folowinghypothesis（cf.Osawa2017:82）:
（12） TheemergenceofDPswasinitiatedbytheancestorsofthe,i.e.se/seo.Theancestorof
theindefinitearticlea/an,thenumeralan,didnotcontributetothisprocessofgramma-
ticalization.Rather,thereasonforitslateremergenceisthattheriseoftheindefinite
articleisparasiticonthepresenceofthedefinitearticle.Thedefinitearticleemerged
first:thisistheprimarygrammaticalizationandtheindefinitearticleappeareddueto
theestablishmentofthedefinitearticlethe.
Myclaim issupportedbythedatafrom TheYork-Toronto-HelsinkiParsedCorpusofOld
EnglishProse（YCOE）.ThroughouttheYCOE,thefrequencyofthenumeralanisverylow,while
thefrequencyofse/seoishigh:
（13） Nounphrasesusingse/seo vs. nounphrasesusingan
93％ vs. 7％. （Osawa2017:82）
Ihaveclaimedthattheprimarygrammaticalizationisthecreationofanewspace/positionina
givenstructure.Thedemonstrativese/seo,whichwasfrequentlyplacedbeforeaheadnounin
anominalstructureofOldEnglish,createdanewspace.Atfirst,theplacingofse/seobeforea
nounwaslimitedtocasesinwhichse/seowasrequiredsemanticaly.Thatis,thiscreatedspace
servedoriginalytoindicatedefinitenessofthenoun.However,therepeatedoccurrenceofse/seo
madethespacebeforenounslooklikeaconstantposition.Induecourse,thespacebeforeanoun
becameapermanentpositioninthenominalphraseirrespectiveofmeaning.Thisnewspace
becameaheadposition.i.e.anewfunctionalheadD.Oncethespacewasestablished,anewitem
whichwasnotparticularlyassociatedwithdefinitenesscouldoccupythespace.Hence,the
numeralancouldcomeintothatspace,stayingthere,andbegrammaticalizedinthatplace.The
numeralan,whichhadthefeature［＋singular］only,wasgrammaticalizedinthatpositionand
becameaDheadwithoutmakingasubstantialcontribution.Itbecameanarticlethankstothis
createdposition.
Chapter5 Conclusion
Inthispaper,Ihaveshownthatgrammaticalizationprogressesintwostages:primaryand
secondarygrammaticalization.Theprimarygrammaticalizationmeanscreatingafunctional
spaceinagivenstructure.Thisspacebecomesafunctionalheadinagivenstructure.Ihave
proposedthatgrammaticalizationshouldbedefinedasfunctionalcategoryemergence.This
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grammaticalizationisinitiatedby・contributors・,whilethereareotherlexicalitemswhichex-
ploittheprimarygrammaticalization.Icalthelatter・freeriders.・Ihavetakenuptheemergence
ofaDPasanexample.Thelexicalelementsthatcontributedtocreatinganewfunctionalspace,
i.e.aD,inthenominalstructureareOldEnglishdemonstrativesse/seo,i.e.theancestorofthe,
whiletheOldEnglishnumeralan・one・,theancestoroftheindefinitearticlea/an,wasafreerider,
sincethisnumeraldidnotcontributetocreatingaspace. Rather,thenumeralanwas
grammaticalizedinthespacewhichwascreatedbythecontributors.Icalthistypeof
grammaticalizationsecondary.Theemergenceoftheindefinitearticlea/anisaninstanceof
secondarygrammaticalization.Thatis,contributorscausetheprimarygrammaticalization,
whilefreeridersconcernthesecondarygrammaticalization.Theprimarygrammaticalization
precedesthesecondaryone.Thisiswhytheindefinitearticlea/anappearedlaterthanthe
definitearticlethe.Thedifferencebetweentheprimaryandsecondarygrammaticalizationac-
countsforthetemporalgapintheappearanceofthedefiniteandindefinitearticlesinEnglish.
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